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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This communication is responsive to RCE/ Amendment filed 07/01/2008. 

2. Claims 1-2, 4-8 and 10-16 are pending in this application. Claims 1, 7 and 14 were 
amended. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 1-2, 4-8, and 10-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

5. Claims 1, 7, and 14 recite the limitation "user-modified" in lines 7, 6, and 6 respectively. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Applicant must make the necessary corrections. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-2, 4, 6-8, 10, 12-14 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over O'Leary et al. ("O'Leary", US 5,867,162) in view of MacPhail (US 
6,593,943) and further in view of Siefert et al. ("Siefert", US 5,726,688). 
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As per claim 1, O'Leary teaches a method of arranging user-named variables and system- 
named variables in a presentation list (O'Leary, Fig.3; col.2, lines 28-31), comprising the steps 
of: 

receiving a system request to display variables in the presentation list (Fig.3, list 300; 
col. 3, lines 28-29, clicking File option displays presentation list), the variables including a group 
of user-named variables (Fig.3, items in region 308) and a group of system-named variables 
(Fig.3, items in region 304); 

sorting the group of user-modified variables and the group of system-named variables 
according to a first attribute, wherein said first attribute indicates a priority of a group of 
variables, and wherein the group of user-named variables (O'Leary, Fig.3, items in region 308) 
has a greater priority than the group of system-named variables (O'Leary, Fig.3, items in region 
304) (col.3, lines 32-33 and lines 42-44; section 304 variables inherently contain some 
indication differentiating them from section 308 variables and listing them separately; col.4, 
lines 41-56); and 

simultaneously presenting the user-named variables and the system-named variables 
(O'Leary, Fig.3, list 300), wherein presentment of the user-named variables and the system- 
named variables comprises presenting the group of user-named variables in a first region of the 
list (O'Leary, Fig.3, region 308) and the group of system-named variables in a second region of 
the list (O'Leary, Fig.3, region 304). 

However, O'Leary does not explicitly teach sorting the variables within each group by a 
second attribute in distinct regions and presenting the user-named variables in a first format and 
the system-named variables in a second format distinct from the first format, wherein the first 
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region is above the second region. MacPhail teaches a method of arranging groups on a display 
wherein each group consist of a priority sequence attribute to sort the groups according to 
priority with one region above the other and also variables within the group may be sorted by a 
priority attribute (MacPhail, col.7, lines 33-39; col.12, lines 50-58, 65-67; col.16, lines 23-28). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
include MacPhail' s teaching with O'Leary's method in order to quickly access those variables 
which are deemed most important. 

Furthermore, the method of O'Leary and MacPhail does not teach the regions to be 
distinct and presenting the user-named variables in a first format and the system-named variables 
in a second format distinct from the first format. Siefert teaches a method of arranging variables 
names in a presentation list wherein there exist two distinct regions, the first region names 
displayed in a format different from the second region names (Siefert; Fig.5, col.3, lines 57-64). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
include Siefert's teaching with the method of O'Leary and MacPhail in order to visually 
distinguish between the variables. 

As per claim 2, O'Leary teaches the method, wherein the method further comprises the 
step of displaying the variables when a user selects the variables using a drop-down control 
(O'Leary, Fig. 3, clicking File drop-down control displays variables). 

As per claim 4, Siefert teaches the method, wherein the step of distinguishing is 
accomplished using at least one among labeling and text formatting (Siefert, Fig.5, col.3, lines 
57-64). 
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As per claim 6, O'Leary teaches the method, wherein the second attribute is a 
chronological order (O'Leary, coll, lines 38-43; col.3, lines 42-45; MacPhail, col. 5, lines 29- 
30). 

Claims 7 and 14 are similar in scope to claim 1, and are therefore rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 8 is similar in scope to claim 2, and is therefore rejected under similar rationale. 
Claim 10 is similar in scope to claim 4, and is therefore rejected under similar rationale. 
Claims 12 and 16 are similar in scope to claim 6, and are therefore rejected under similar 
rationale. 

As per claim 13, O'Leary teaches the system, wherein the presentation list is at least one 
among a drop-down list and a list box (O'Leary, Fig.3, drop-down list 300). 

8. Claims 5,11 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
O'Leary et al. ("O'Leary", US 5,867,162), MacPhail (US 6,593,943) and Siefert et al. ("Siefert", 
US 5,726,688) and further in view of Blum et al. ("Blum", US 6,901,559). 

As per claim 5, the method of O'Leary, MacPhail and Siefert teaches the method wherein 
the second attribute is a chronological order (O'Leary, col.l, lines 38-43; col.3, lines 42-45; 
MacPhail, col. 5, lines 29-30). However, the method of O'Leary, MacPhail and Siefert does not 
teach the attribute to be alphabetical order. Blum teaches a method of arranging variables in a 
list wherein the list is arranged in alphabetical order (Blum, col. 6, lines 1-10). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include Blum's teaching 
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with the method of O'Leary, MacPhail and Siefert in order to organize the list for quickly 
locating items in the list. 

Claims 1 1 and 15 are similar in scope to claim 5, and are therefore rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed 07/0 1/2008 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argued that O'Leary's list of file might contain files that the user modified, but 
might also include files that the user has viewed without modifications, and those files might be 
user-created or system-created. 

The Examiner disagrees because O'Leary teaches an instance where the files are user- 
named (Fig.3). In addition, these files are initiated by a user who determines whether to rename 
the file or keep the default file name but in the end are user-created files. 

Conclusion 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

• Brewer et al. (US 5,963,207) teaches a method of sorting variables in a list by used or 
unused groups. 
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Communications 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sajeda Muhebbullah whose telephone number is (571) 272-4065. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Tuesday/Thursday and alt. Mondays from 8:30 am to 
5:00 pm(EST). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 

supervisor, Stephen Hong, can be reached on (571) 272-4124. 

The central fax number for the organization where correspondence for this application or 
proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 

Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 

may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 

applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 

system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 

system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Sajeda Muhebbullah 

Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2174 

/S. M.I 

/Stephen S. Hong/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2178 



